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1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 
for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 77-84, 88-91, 94-102, 106-109 and 112-115 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over PCT Publication WO 02/32475 (Teoh) 
in view of Chen -607 and Agostinelli (see Example 1). 
PCT -475 and Chen -607 are applied essentially for reasons of record, the 
references failing to explicitly teach that a chlorination step would be performed 
while the glove is on the former. As already noted, PCT -475 discloses 
chlorination, but states that such is only a "partial solution" to eliminating tack. 
See page 2 of PCT -475. As applicant should be well aware of, a reference is to 
be considered for all it teaches, even if such teachings are set forth in non- 
preferred embodiments or if they are part of the prior art that the patentee is 
attempting to improve upon. Clearly, reading the PCT -475 reference as a 
whole, its submitted prime facie obvious that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have reason to use a chlorination step to at least eliminate some degree of 
tackiness should such be desired. Agostinelli teaches chlorinating a glove on a 
former prior to stripping and such would have been an obvious modification to 
the process of PCT-475 should one desire additional tack protection. 
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2. Claims 85-87 and 103-105 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over PCT Publication -475 in view of Chen -607 and Holguin and 
further in view of Agostinelli for reasons of record as set forth in the last rejection 
and paragraph 1, supra. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Given the amendment to the independent claims, Agostinelli has been added to 
the rejection to teach the purely conventional step of chlorinating a glove prior to 
stripping it from a former. Applicant appears to be arguing the references 
separately and pointing out differences between them as indications that they 
would not be combined. However, as already pointed out, these arguments are 
not persuasive. PCT -475 discloses all the basic instant steps— including 
chlorination and applying a silicone lubricant- except that the chlorination, if 
used, would be employed after the glove has been removed from the former as 
would the silicone lubricant application. However, Chen -607 teaches applying a 
silicone emulsion while the glove is on the former and Agostinelli teaches 
chlorinating while the glove is on the former. Hence, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have reason to believe that such steps would have been 
advantageously employed in the method of PCT -475 to facilitate the application 
of these well known agents to the glove. Clearly, it is easier to apply them while 
the glove is on the former rather than stripping the glove and then applying them. 
Such would also depend on the exact surfaces desired to make non-tacky and/or 
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lubricated. If only the inside surface is desired to be treated, then performing the 
application while the glove is on the former is the easiest method. If both inside 
and outside surfaces are to be treated, then stripping and then dipping or 
tumbling the entire glove in a bath is the best method. However, it is maintained 
that either method is well known in the art and would have been an obvious step 
dependent on the exact surfaces desired to be treated. Obviousness only 
requires a reasonable expectation of success, not an assurance of such. Also, a 
reference is to be considered for all it teaches. Quite simply, applicant's 
arguments are not persuasive of error in the instant rejection. 

4.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone 
number is 571 272-121 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 
from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examinees supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1176. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
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direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



M. Vargot 
November 4, 2007 
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